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Juan Jose Martinez-Gonzal ez, a native and citizen of Mexico, petitions for
review of an order of the Board of Immigration Appeals dismissing his appeal

from an immigration judge' s (“1J’) removal order. We have jurisdiction pursuant

" This disposition is not appropriate for publication and may not be cited to
or by the courts of this circuit except as provided by Ninth Circuit Rule 36-3.

" The panel unanimously finds this case suitable for decision without oral
argument. See Fed. R. App. P. 34(a)(2).



to 8 U.S.C. § 1252, Abebe v. Gonzales, 432 F.3d 1037, 1040-41 (9th Cir. 2005)
(en banc), and deny the petition for review.

Martinez-Gonzalez contends that he needed more time “to question
government witnesses’ after the government presented evidence that he was
previously deported. This evidence included a fingerprint match linking Martinez-
Gonzalez to a 1991 deportation order issued to Antonio Preciado-Cruz. Martinez-
Gonzalez stated in his cancellation of removal application that he has been known
as “Antonio Preciado.” At no time during the relevant October 20, 2003 hearing
did counsel request a continuance, although he did ask that the government
present awitness to support its evidence. In these circumstances, we conclude that
the 1J acted properly in determining that such a witness was not necessary.
Martinez-Gonzalez was accorded afull and fair hearing. See generally Colmenar
v. INS 210 F.3d 967, 971 (9th Cir. 2000) (“[A]n dien who faces deportation is
entitled to afull and fair hearing of his claimsand areasonable opportunity to
present evidence on his behalf.”).

Upon his deportation in 1991, Martinez-Gonzalez's lawful permanent
resident status terminated. See 8 C.F.R. § 1001.1(p) (“Such status terminates upon
entry of afinal administrative order of [deportation].”). Accordingly, asthe1J

correctly concluded, Martinez-Gonzalez isineligiblefor lawful permanent resdent



relief under former 8 U.S.C. § 1182(c). Because of Martinez-Gonzalez's 1989
controlled substance conviction, he is aso ineligible for nonpermanent resdent
cancellation of removal. See 8 U.S.C. 8§ 1229b(b)(1)(C).

PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED.



